This article comments on two emerging views of community psychology's approaches to the use of research for responding to social problems in contemporary community contexts -(a) the formation of a new field of community science, or (b) the updating of community psychology research traditions. If community science is to become established as a field related to community psychology, its proponents will need to agree upon conventions of epistemology, foci of interest, methods, and standards by which its work can be judged so that it can be distinguished from other human sciences. These articles provide early sketches for what community science might be. However, as noted in this commentary, we need to heed signs of concern about community psychology's continued relevance in public discourse regarding the analysis of and responses to social problems. While this special issue offers some promising responses to the concern of what the field can contribute, the field would be well served if we broaden our dialogue about a renewal of community psychology's commitment to social justice and the need for its perspectives in the practice of research that seeks to address community-based issues in the early 21st century.
Nearly thirty years ago, a provocative article appeared in the American Psychologist. Based upon insights developed in the new field of community psychology, these authors advocated for a different way of practicing psychology (Rappaport, Davidson, Wilson, & Mitchell, 1975) . Their purpose was to stake out new ground for how interventions could build upon community strengths to promote empowerment, well-being, and ultimately prevent problems rather than be trapped in a deficit orientation. The article was also a critique of the tendency of community psychologists to reject models of intervention in word (e.g., criticize medical models), but not fundamentally change psychology's practice (e.g., continue to focus on problems or deficits). In their subtitle, the authors allude to their conclusion about the shortcomings of the young field: "Our places to stand have not moved the earth." They were seeking alternative forms of action that could promote and sustain changes in social conditions in broader communities. It is probably worth noting that the passion of these authors' critique and their optimism about 1 To whom correspondence should be addressed at Department of Psychology, University of South Carolina, 1512 Pendleton Street Columbia, South Carolina 29208; e-mail: kloos@sc.edu.
creating "new places to stand" for the practice of psychology are a marked contrast to the manner and substance of most academic articles written today.
Like other community psychologists of the day, Rappaport, Davidson, Wilson, and Mitchell were part of a broader societal dialogue raising awareness about social conditions and debating the appropriateness of different approaches to addressing them. Thirty years later, this transformed dialogue focuses on the role of research in addressing social conditions and issues of social justice. A particular strand of the current dialogue focuses on the appropriateness and relevance of "science" for pursuing these aims. Within community psychology, the role of science in the field has been a point of discussion since its inception (Kelly, 2003) and has been revisited recently in two conference presentations (APA of 2002; SCRA of 2003), and a special section of this journal (Wandersman, 2003a) . Reading the articles of this special issue along with several other recent volumes (e.g., Jason et al., 2004; Nelson & Prilletensky, 2005; Primavera & Brodsky, 2004; Watts & Serrano-Garcia, 2003) causes me to wonder whether our dialogue is evolving into a re-examination of community psychology's practice of both research and action in which we consider our relevance in Kloos a new era. Given all of the social, political, and economic changes of the past 30 years, it seems as if we are asking, as Rappaport and colleagues did in 1975, "where are our places to stand" when trying to be agents of social change that might promote wellbeing, empowerment, liberation from oppression, and prevention of problematic life situations? Do our current places match our values? How can we practice community psychology to be relevant in new contexts while avoiding becoming disconnected from our roots as a field? How can we influence the rest of the field?
In different ways, each of the articles in this special issue contributes to this dialogue. The articles might be clustered into two broad groups of thematic content: (a) those that focus on the relationship between community psychology and the practice of science, and (b) those that aim to articulate conventions for what community science might be. I find that reflecting on the significance of these articles requires me to hold these two points in tension for any consideration of whether conceptualizations of community science might constitute an alternative approach to research that would be consistent with the values and priorities of community psychology. First, I will comment on how community science might be constituted. Second, I briefly think about the relationship between community psychology, community science, and other behavioral sciences. Finally, I reflect on what this discourse about community psychology and science may mean for the field of community psychology.
UNFOLDING COMMUNITY SCIENCE
When viewed as a dialogue, the special issue does not resolve the question whether community science is a new field (c.f., Wandersman, 2003b) or a re-constitution and update of community psychology's view of science (c.f., Kelly, 2003) . Indeed the authors of several articles did not appear interested in deliberating how community science might be formed; either they do not mention it or it was not the purpose of their article. Several writers imply that community science is simply what community psychologists do when they engage in research. Perhaps this is sufficient when the audience knows the values, assumptions, and priorities that have guided community psychology, but it is not enough for people outside of the field. To be viewed as a discipline or subdiscipline, community science will need more than an acceptable definition, of course. Community science will need conventions of epistemology, foci of interest, methods, and standards by which its work can be judged. Several articles in the special issue make substantial contributions to these formative tasks.
Definitions of Community Science
Most definitions in this issue draw upon Wandersman's (2003b) initial thoughts regarding a potential field that focuses on community-centered inquiry to bridge gaps between practice and science and improve well-being of community members. Chinman et al. (2005) define community science as A multidisciplinary field that attempts to strengthen community functioning by investigating how to improve the quality of common approaches (prevention, treatment, education, health promotion) implemented in real world settings (p. 5).
Tebes (2005) offers a view of community science that is perhaps more specific to community psychology (although not necessarily less interdisciplinary) while also explicitly spanning levels of analysis:
Community science seeks to enhance theoretical and practical understanding of human behavior in community contexts; promote the competence, resilience, and well-being of individuals and communities; and prevent problem behaviors and other harmful outcomes at the individual and community level. Miller and Shinn (2005) argue persuasively that this potential field needs to include systematic learning from those who are already practicing in community settings rather than only from those conducting research. If this becomes a defining characteristic of community science, it may be a distinguishing feature when compared with other behavioral sciences. As emphasized by several writers, a field of community science would need to be more explicit about (a) describing the contexts of its research (e.g., Rappaport, 2005; Sandler et al., 2005; Sarason, 2003) and (b) the relationships between those who are the focus of research, those using research, and those doing the research so that structures are created to foster an ongoing dialogue between scientists and practitioners (e.g., Kelly, 2003; Miller & Shinn, 2005; Spoth & Greenberg, 2005) . The priorities articulated by these authors provide further justification for the study of community processes in defining problems, organizing interventions, disseminating interventions, and adopting
